Purdue University had identified 26 hospitality journals, 39 tourism journals, and 15 leisure and recreation journals published in the English language alone. As discussed below, there has been some published research on the popularity and value of these journals to the academic community. However, there appears to be no published research on knowledge transfer between researchers/authors publishing in these journals and one salient stakeholder group in the knowledge management system: managers of tourism-related organizations in the private, nonprofit, and government sectors.
This study attempts to initialize such a process regarding the first action of the Davenport and Prusak (1998) knowledge transfer process: "sending or presenting knowledge to a potential recipient." It assumes that a key role of such journals is to transfer knowledge from researchers to practitioners. This assumption is supported by statements of purpose published in the mastheads and notes to authors of recent issues of the following journals: 
PRIOR STUDIES
Published research leading to rankings of tourism and hospitality journals has focused on the needs of educators and academic researchers. Sheldon (1990) surveyed "356 research-oriented faculty in either tourism or hospitality" drawn from the membership directories of the Travel and Tourism Research Association (TTRA), the American Hotel and Motel Association, and the Society of Travel and Tourism Educators (p. 43). Respondents were asked to rank 15 tourism and hospitality journals on quality ("rigor of review process, impact of articles on the field, and the institution's consideration of the journal in tenure and promotion decisions"), frequency of referencing, and frequency of publishing in the journals (p. 44). Sheldon received 158 usable responses (44% response rate), but only 103 of these were from faculty who publish. She found that respondents ranked the Annals of Tourism Research, Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Quarterly, and Journal of Travel Research were ranked in the top three on each of these dimensions. Schmidgall and Woods (1993, p. 90 ) sent questionnaires to 570 members of the Council on Hotel, Restaurant and Institutional Education (CHRIE) in 4-year programs. Thirtyseven percent responded (212 respondents), reporting their ratings of the importance (5-point scale from little importance to most important) of the 12 publishing channels listed below in order from highest to lowest such group mean ratings (Schmidgall and Woods 1993, p. 93): 1. Hospitality education journals -refereed 2. Professional education journals -refereed 3. Books -one author 4. Books -co-authors 5. Paper presentation published 6. Hospitality trade publication -national scope 7. Chapters in books 8. Hospitality education journals -nonrefereed 9. Hospitality trade journals -regional, state or local scope 10. Monographs 11. Professional journals -nonrefereed 12. Book reviews
The authors concluded, Hospitality faculty members clearly rate educational publications at the most important channels for publishing research. In addition, the highest ratings were for refereed journals, with refereed hospitality journals scoring number 1, followed by refereed educational journals that did not cover the hospitality profession. (P. 100) Ferreira, DeFranco, and Rappole (1994) sent questionnaires to "120 directors (chairpersons, deans and department heads) of four-year hospitality programs who were members of CHRIE" (p. 210). Respondents "were asked to rate the quality of the journals when evaluating a faculty member's published research" on a 5-point Likert-type scale from very low quality to very high quality (p. 210). Forty-three percent of the sample (52 respondents) replied by returning completed questionnaires covering 46 hospitality refereed and nonrefereed "trade journals." The proportion of respondents returning ratings of these journals ranged from a high of 90% for one journal to a low of 29% for one journal. (pp. 213, 215) The authors concluded, In summary, published articles on the ranking of professional journals in tourism and hospitality have focused on surveys of educators and academic researchers and have investigated preferences for journals as outlets for faculty publications, as relevant to academic needs, and on their reputations within the academic community. Overall response rates have ranged from 13% to 44%, indicating that nonsampling error or bias may affect the findings relative to the academic and scientific populations they represented. Nonresponse, particularly more than 30%, contributes to bias of survey results, and the greater the bias, the lower the validity of the survey. (Alreck and Settle 1995, p. 79; Woodside and Ronkainen 1994, pp. 549-550; Hunt and Dalton 1983) 
PURPOSE
The primary purpose of this study is to investigate the readership and usefulness of professional/academic journals in the fields of tourism and hospitality among three U.S. tourism/hospitality groups: educators, marketers, and managers. Three objectives serve this purpose: (1) to identify specific journals with specific target readers, (2) to indicate the state of knowledge transfer from the academic community to managers and marketers, and (3) to suggest future directions for knowledge transfer in the tourism/hospitality area.
Specifically, the following propositions relating to tourism/hospitality educators and practitioners and tourism/hospitality journals are explored:
1. Readership of individual journals is constant across the two populations sampled in this study (i.e., there is no significant difference in proportions reading the selected journals between the TTRA sample and the Travel Industry Association of America [TIA] sample) 2. Readership is relatively constant across the 13 journals studied (i.e., the proportions of consumers reading different journals show no significant difference) 3. Journal readership is widespread in the populations studied (i.e., more than one-half of respondent groups indicated they read individual journals) 4. Educators, researchers, marketers, and managers are similar in their consumption of journal content (i.e., the proportions of persons reading journals are similar across reader categories)
METHODOLOGY

Pilot Survey
In the spring of 2000, 200 names were systematically selected from two strata of the membership directory of the TTRA and three strata of the membership directory of the TIA, as shown in Table 1 . These sampling frames were chosen as representative of all tourism and hospitality management educators, managers, marketers, and researchers in the United States. Although it is recognized that unknown biases may exist in these sampling frames, there appear to be no better sampling frames of the populations of interest.
A questionnaire was mailed to each, asking for indications of awareness, commitment, readership, and evaluation of each of the 21 tourism and hospitality journals listed in Figure 1 . The list resulted from searching various print and Internet sources of tourism and hospitality journals and selecting those English-language journals with the words tourism, travel, hospitality, or vacation in their titles. All were refereed journals, using a blind review process.
The initial survey mailing consisted of a questionnaire on both sides of a single 8.5-by 11-inch page, a stamped returnaddress envelope, and a cover letter indicating the survey purpose, assuring anonymity, and offering to enter any respondent who returned a completed questionnaire in a drawing for a $20 check. One week after the initial mailing, a reminder card was sent to the sample. Six weeks after the initial mailing, the survey was closed, with 53 usable questionnaires returned for an overall response rate of 27% (see Table 1 ).
This response rate was too low to validly infer anything from the target populations, so this was treated as a pilot survey and evaluated for revisions in the process and questionnaire for another survey. The primary lessons drawn were the following:
1. The questionnaire was clear to respondents, but too many journals were included, leading to low response rates on the ratings.
2. The incentives offered (receive the results, chance to win $20) were not strong enough to generate an acceptable response rate. A stronger response enhancement procedure was required.
Subsequent Survey
Based on the results of the pilot survey, another survey of tourism and hospitality journal readership and usefulness among U.S. tourism/hospitality educators, researchers, and marketers was conducted during the spring of 2003. To reduce the number of journals listed and encourage response, only those titles were included that garnered positive responses from 20% or more of the respondents to the statement "I have read or seen this journal" in the 2000 survey. Eleven journals out of the initial 21 satisfied this criterion. Inadvertently, two additional journals (Current Issues in Tourism and Journal of Tourism Studies) were included in the final survey questionnaires, even though they did not meet this test. This yielded 13 journals for the final survey, as listed in Figure 2 .
There are no definitive sample frames for the three populations of interest, but there are two major associations with sizable memberships drawn from these populations. The TTRA is the international association of travel and tourism researchers and marketers, with 487 individual U.S. members. The TIA is the association representing "the whole of the U.S. travel industry to promote and facilitate increased travel to and within the United States" (Travel Industry Association of America 2003), with 1,839 U.S.-based organization members. Figure 3 contains the characteristics of the subsequent survey design and results. Table 2 shows the initial sample sizes and response rates achieved. Federal and state tourism promotion agencies showed the lowest response rate, whereas TTRA members other than educators showed the highest, at 58%. Note that "TTRA Educators" were identified as individuals affiliated with educational institutions in the TTRA member list. Later analysis found that a few of the respondents from this category were librarians and others who did not consider themselves engaged in education or training.
RESULTS
Relative to the response rate, three envelopes were returned as undeliverable. The response enhancement produced a curious reaction. Six respondents returned the $1 bill with their completed questionnaires, indicating that they were government employees and not permitted to accept such remuneration. Table 3 presents the characteristics of respondents indicated on the returned questionnaires. As a group, TTRA educators showed the longest tenures in the tourism/hospitality field, whereas federal/state tourism agency employees showed the shortest time in the field. Whereas the overall group was balanced in gender, women dominated the TIA respondents in number, and men dominated the TTRA respondents. The ages of respondents from each group ranged from 45 to 54 years, except for the TIA area and regional promotion agency respondents, who clustered in the 55-to 64-year-old group. Table 4 shows the distribution of the TTRA and TIA respondents for 12 "parts of the tourism industry" in which they worked. Educators made up nearly one-half of the TTRA sample reporting, whereas federal/state/local government, destination promotion, and attractions each accounted for about one-fifth of the TIA respondents. Table 5 presents the distribution of area of functional responsibility or specialty of respondents by their sources. The plurality of all respondents was in marketing jobs, whereas one-third of TTRA respondents were in the education/training or research categories. Nearly half of the TIA sample indicated marketing positions, whereas about onequarter were in management/operations. Table 6 presents the proportions of respondents from each of the two populations sampled who replied that they "usually read all, most, or some of this journal." Note that any differences between percentages shown of 17 points or more are statistically significant at the .05 level of significance.
Journal Readership by the Two Populations
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FIGURE 3 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DESIGN AND RESULTS OF THE SURVEY OF TOURISM/HOSPITALITY JOURNAL READERSHIP, 2003
A. Target For 10 of the 13 journals studied, TTRA members reported significantly higher levels of readership than did the TIA sample. The TTRA member median proportion of readership was significantly higher than for TIA members as well. So, we can conclude that the data reject our first proposition, and instead find that readership of most of the individual journals studied is significantly higher for TTRA members than for TIA members.
The Journal of Travel Research stands out among the 13 journals with three-quarters of TTRA members reading some, most, or all of it. However, about one-half of TTRA members receive this journal quarterly as a TTRA member benefit (Patty Morgan [info@ttra.com], e-mail to author, March 30, 2004) , so this high proportion may be a design effect of this study. Disregarding this journal, among TTRA members, the proportion reading the different journals varies significantly, from 11% (Current Issues in Tourism) to 51% (Annals of Tourism Research).
The variation is considerably less among TIA members because the readership proportions are so much smaller. Still, the Journal of Travel Research (tied with the Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing) garnered the highest proportion of TIA member readers (only 14%). It seems fair to conclude that our second proposition is contradicted by the data and that, instead, there may well be distinctly different hierarchies of tourism and hospitality journals in terms of readership by these two populations.
Moreover, neither group of respondents indicates extensive readership of tourism/hospitality journals. Table 6 indicates that only two journals (Journal of Travel Research and Annals of Tourism Research) garner one-half or more of either population in terms of readership. Indeed, no more than 14% of the TIA sample indicates reading any journal studied. Thus, we can conclude that our third proposition is not confirmed by these data, and instead it appears that a relatively few TTRA and TIA members read any of the tourism/hospitality journals studied. Table 7 helps sort out the readership patterns by major areas of responsibility or specialty. It presents the proportion of each respondent category that reported usually reading at least some of each journal. More than one-half of respondents with education/training positions read 5 of the 13 journals. Those in education/training and research and consulting positions were the active readers of the Journal of Travel Research or Annals of Tourism Research. None of the journals garnered more than 31% readership in the marketing and sales group or the management/operations category of respondent. The medians clearly show that the education/ training category is the dominant source of active readers of these journals.
Journal Readership by Responsibility
These findings cause us to reject our fourth research proposition and provisionally conclude that the tourism/hospitality journals selected for study here are read predominantly by educators and trainers, and to a significantly lesser extent, by research and consulting workers. Relatively small proportions of marketing/sales personnel and managers read any tourism/hospitality journal studied.
CONCLUSION
This exploratory study of the journal readership patterns of U.S. tourism and hospitality educators, researchers, marketers, and managers utilized sampling frames of the TTRA and the TIA members. A survey of these populations' readership of 11 tourism/hospitality journals, indicated as the most JOURNAL OF TRAVEL RESEARCH 7 The results herein strongly suggest that relatively little knowledge transfer, in the Davenport and Prusak (1998) sense of sending/presenting to potential recipients, is taking place between the knowledge generators in the academic community on one side, and managers and operators in the private and public sectors responsible for tourism and hospitality development on the other. Davenport and Prusak's finding seems relevant here:
Too many knowledge projects focus only on "stocking the shelves" with knowledge, with little regard for why or how users might be motivated to draw on a piece of knowledge in their work routines. 
Recommendations for Research and Action
Additional, better funded research should be applied to confirm whether or not these findings accurately describe the current state of knowledge transfer between academic generators and tourism/hospitality practitioners and knowledge users in the United States and elsewhere. Should this essential element of knowledge management be truly lacking, then educators, researchers, managers, and operators, along with journal publishers, should jointly discuss how to redress this disturbing deficiency. Otherwise, one would question how the continued boom in the quantity of academic articles published on tourism and hospitality issues is benefiting anyone outside the limited sphere of academic researchers.
One promising initiative in this regard is active national government sponsorship of a Cooperative Research Centre for Sustainable Tourism in Australia (Ruhanen and Cooper 2003, pp. 13-14) . Ruhanen and Cooper (2003, p. 14) note that one of the primary objectives "is to further develop and market the collective intellectual assets of the centre for the benefit of industry." Carrying forward a debate over the merits of such an initiative at all levels of government in other countries appears to be one promising way to improve in the knowledge management in academia, government, and the private sector.
